Where is psychoanalysis going?'
There are several possible answers to the question 'Where is psychoanalysis going?', since psychoanalysis is not, of course, a single thing or object only capable of movement in one directionof only going up or down, forwards or backwards or sidewaysbut a set of ideas, techniques and activities subject to change, development, reformulation and reassessment, which exists not in a vacuum but in a social, intellectual, moral milieu that is itself subject to change -and which has, indeed, changed profoundly since 1896 when Freud first used the term 'psychoanalysis' to describe the form of psychotherapy he began to develop after he abandoned hypnosis in favour of 'free association'.
It is now 89 years since psychoanalysis began to get going and, incidentally, 73 years since, following Freud's quarrel with Jungor should it be Jung's quarrel with Freud? -it underwent fission and started going in two directions at once, and it became necessary for anyone wishing to have a training in analysis to decide in advance, often on grossly inadequate evidence, whether he was going to become a Freudian or a Jungian.
These two dates, 1896 and 1912, are mentioned to draw attention to the fact that psychoanalysis began and suffered its first major split before most of us now practising were born, and to suggest that two of the several possible answers to the question 'Where is psychoanalysis going?' hinge quite simply upon the passage of time.
First, psychoanalysis, at least as Freud formulated and understood it, is moving out of the contemporary present into the historical past. Nowadays students who wish to know about the origins of psychoanalysis, about the genesis of Freud's ideas, about the intellectual and social matrix out of which psychoanalysis arose, about the personal and philosophical incompatibilities that resulted in the Freud-Jung split, are no longer dependent on the obviously partisan accounts left by Freud and Jung and their loyal and devoted disciples, but can instead turn to the work of professional historians and biographers who are concerned not with the dissemination of myths and legends about idealized heroes, but with getting the record straight, with unearthing lost or hidden documentary evidence, and with putting ideas and people into their historical and social context (Clark 1980 , Sulloway 1979 , Brome 1978 , Steele 1982 .
Secondly, now that the Founding Fathers and their immediate successors and disciples are passing into history, psychoanalysis is beginning to extricate itself from its earlier compulsion to refight the battles of yesteryear and from the tend-'Paper read to Section of Psychiatry, 15 January 1985 ency to form cliques and schools dependent upon a charismatic leader, and a greater broadmindedness, tolerance and eclecticism seem to be in the air. For instance, although in the UK the two leading psychoanalytical institutes still formally differentiate themselves as Freudian and Jungian, one hears of seminars on Jung organized by the Freudian Institute; of therapeutic institutions where Jungians and Freudians work, so far as one can tell, happily together; of Freud-Jung discussions groups; and even of attempts to integrate the work of Jung with that of two latter-day Freudians, Klein and Winnicott. Furthermore, there are now associations, centres, guilds, clinics and foundations where generic, unlabelled psychotherapy is taught, though most of the training is in fact conducted by Freudian and Jungian analysts. All this collaboration, which would have been inconceivable twenty years ago, strongly suggests that the psychoanalytical movements are abandoning their exclusiveness and renouncing their claims to be upholders of the only true psychodynamic theory and that all other psychotherapeutic theories are either dangerous heresies or ineffectual dilutions. An ecumenical spirit seems to be around here as elsewhere, and here as elsewhere it is being purchased at the price of a certain loss of intellectual rigour.
There are, of course, other psychodynamic schools of thought embraceable under the term 'psychoanalysis' apart from the Freudian and the Jungian. In the UK, object-relations theory, as propounded in different ways by Klein (1948) , Winnicott (1958) , Fairbairn (1952) and Bowlby (1969, 1973, 1980) has become increasingly influential and the path being laid out by object-theorists seems likely to be where psychoanalysis is going. Now, although object-relations theorists claim to be Freudianand indeed certainly are inasmuch as they believe in unconscious mental processes, in phantasy, in transference, and in the therapeutic value of free association and symbolic interpretationthey hold that the heart of the matter lies not, as Freud thought, in the pursuit of pleasure and in the generation, control and discharge of instinctual tensions, but in the individual's relations to his objects, that is, in the history of his attachments to, separations from and losses of loving and loved people from infancy onwards.
This shift in interest from questions of libidinal tension and psychic economy onto relations with objects, that is people, is, I believe, humanizing psychoanalysis. By this I mean several things. First, it compels analysts to recognize that they relate to their patients, albeit in a most peculiar way, and do not as outsiders just observe their mental processes. Secondly, metaphors derived from physics and neuroanatomy, the cathexes, counter-cathexes and hypercathexes, the quanta of psychic energy being transferred from one struc-7$ 1985 The Royal Society of Medicine ture within the psychic apparatus to anotherimpersonal metaphors which implied that psychoanalysis was the same kind of science or discipline as physics and chemistry and that the laws of causation appropriate to the natural sciences applied equally to human behaviour-such metaphors are being replaced by human, humanist metaphors which allow that human beings are agents who make choices and decisions, who can act sincerely or insincerely, truly or falsely, who generate meaning whenever they act and attribute meaning to whatever they perceive, and whose inner world is populated by images of past and present figures who are or have been loved, hated or feared (Rycroft 1966 , Schafer 1976 Thirdly, as a result of this shift it has become possible to talk about internal mental states and activities in the same language as we all use to talk about relations between people, thereby making dialogue and interaction between analysts and other professional groups concerned with human behaviour and its meaning easier and more fruitful. In the early days of psychoanalysis much was written about the enormous and indispensable contribution that psychoanalysis could make to anthropology, to history, to the social sciences, to aesthetics; but the language in which psychoanalytical ideas were formulated was such as to render them opaque to the very people who, it was averred, most needed to be enlightened by them. Nor was much said about the possibility that psychoanalysis might have much to learn from other disciplines.
However, the climate is changing, and it is doubtful whether many analysts in practice still follow Ernest Jones in insisting that the only true symbols are those used by dreamers constructing a disguised hallucinatory fulfilment of a repressed wish, and that anthropologists and linguists are in grievous error when they use the word 'symbol' to refer to words, badges, emblems and ritualsa piece of restrictive word-defining which must have effectively blocked communication between analysts and anthropologists for some forty years.
There must be many analysts who use the concept of 'rite de passage' to help patients over the hurdle from adolescence to adulthood, or use Gregory Bateson's double-bind hypotheses to elucidate the tangles into which spouses, and parents and children, get themselves (Rycroft 1977 , Bateson etal. 1973 .
To recapitulate, psychoanalysisand in particular object-relations theoryis beginning to speak a less esoteric language, is beginning to talk about human nature in terms of relationships between people rather than in terms of movements of libido within isolated psychic apparatuses, and by so doing is being enabled both to communicate its insights better to otherswitness the remark-able influence of Winnicott's writings on social workers and the caring, counselling professionals generally-and to allow itself to be influenced by other disciplines. So another answer to the question 'Where is psychoanalysis going?' is that it is coming out of the closet, is recovering from its agoraphobia, which in the early days may have been based on an objective perception of external reality, and is entering the market place where it can influence and allow itself to be influenced by group therapists, family therapists, existential therapists, cognitive psychologists and others.
Although this diffusion of psychoanalytical ideas is, for obvious practical reasons, to be welcomed, it is just possible that something is at the same time being lost. Perhaps there is something valuable, private but inherently esoteric about the long-term intensive psychoanalytical encounter which eludes the contemporary vogue for short-term relationship-orientated psychotherapies; and perhaps research into such obscurities as the genesis of self-awareness and symbolic thinking, the relationship of the self to its self, its body, its sexuality, requires greater intensity of contact and greater intellectual rigour than the contemporary psychotherapies can afford.
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